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SECTION VII 
COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 

 
7.1 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
The public involvement process described throughout this Section attempted to include all residents and 
population groups in the study area and did not exclude any persons because of income, race, color, 
religion, national origin, sex, age, or handicap. Opportunities to obtain maximum public input while 
preparing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) have included study committee meetings, local officials meetings, public information meetings 
and Public Hearing, and individual meetings with local units of government and other interested groups 
or individuals.  The following is a summary of these activities. 
 
7.1.1 Study Committees 
 
The STH 26 corridor study is divided into three study segments to facilitate development and 
consideration of alternatives and to better address local and other concerns. The Wisconsin Department of 
Transportation established study committees for each of the three study area segments.  Each county, city, 
village, and town with potential to be impacted by corridor alternatives was asked to recommend up to 
three representatives to serve on one or more study committees. All recommended individuals, including 
many elected officials and technical staff, are study committee members.   
 
Study committees also include individuals with special knowledge about historic preservation, the 
environment and business. Native American groups were asked about their interest in having 
representatives on the study committees and they declined. The Forest County Potawatomi Community of 
Wisconsin, the Menominee Indian Tribe of Wisconsin, the Oneida Tribe of Wisconsin, and the Ho-Chunk 
Nation requested that study committee meeting minutes be provided for their information and were sent 
minutes by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation, Bureau of Environment. County historical 
societies and museums in Rock, Jefferson, and Dodge Counties were sent a letter informing them of the 
study, asking if they would like study committee agendas, and if they had questions about the study. No 
response was received. 
 
The study committees represent the following segments of the project: 
 

Study Committee #1:  South Segment  - Janesville to Fort Atkinson (IH 90 to Fort Atkinson Bypass) 
Study Committee #2: Central Segment - Fort Atkinson to Johnson Creek (Fort Atkinson Bypass to 

Baneck Lane) 
Study Committee #3: North Segment - Johnson Creek to Watertown (Baneck Lane to STH 60-East) 
 

Meetings with each of the Study Committees were informal sessions set up to share information about the 
study and encourage local input and assist in data gathering for this project. The Study Committees were 
not voting bodies.  Public involvement meetings for the general public as described in section 5.1.3 were 
held in addition to the Study Committee meetings.   
 
Issues discussed at each of the Study Committees included existing and forecasted traffic volumes, 
potential solutions including through-town alternatives, typical roadway sections, land use, access points, 
findings from written comments received at the public information meetings and Public Hearing, historic 
preservation, the project enumeration process of the Transportation Projects Commission (TPC), and the 
selection of a Preferred Alternative for STH 26. Input from these meetings was an important source of 
information for the ongoing process of refining alternatives on a continuous basis. 
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Study Committee #1 met twelve times in Milton on:  April 12, 1999 

     May 10, 1999 
     August 9, 1999 
     October 11, 1999 
     December 13, 1999 
     March 13, 2000 
     May 8, 2000 
     February 12, 2001 
     April 9, 2001 
     May 14, 2001 
     September 10, 2001 
     October 8, 2001 

 
Study Committee #2 met ten times in Jefferson on:  April 28, 1999 

     May 26, 1999 
     July 28, 1999 
     September 22, 1999 
     December 9, 1999 
     February 23, 2000 
     April 26, 2000 
     January 24, 2001 
     March 28, 2001 
     September 26, 2001 

 
Study Committee #3 met eleven times in Watertown on: April 14, 1999 

     May 12, 1999 
     August 11, 1999 
     October 13, 1999 
     December 8, 1999 
     March 8, 2000 
     May 10, 2000 
     January 10, 2001 
     March 14, 2001 
     September 12, 2001 
     October 10, 2001 

 
7.1.2 Local Officials Meetings 
 
The first Local Public Officials Meeting was held on March 19, 1999, in Fort Atkinson.  County, city, 
village, and township officials from civil divisions representing the entire study area were given an 
overview of the study, which included the study purpose and study approach. The study approach 
included a generalized description of known physical and environmental features within a 2-3 mile (3.2-
4.8 km) radius of existing STH 26, proposed schedule, public involvement activities, Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) process, study decision making process, and development of study committees.  
General concerns from local officials included: farmland preservation; truck traffic through cities; the 
Jefferson County Farm; land use relationships; existing at-grade intersection access to the STH 26 Fort 
Atkinson Bypass; traffic volumes on town and county roads; protection of the Storrs Lake Wildlife Area 
and historic sites; and, safety at the STH 60-West interchange. 
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A second Local Public Officials Meeting was held on January 5, 2000, in Jefferson.  County, city, village, 
and township officials from civil divisions representing the entire study area were invited. Those 
attending were given an update of the study status prior to the second Public Information Meetings 
(PIMs; discussed below). An overview of the study from its beginning in February 1999 to the present 
described how the initial alternatives were modified or dismissed, summarized input from the first PIMs 
held in June 1999 and subsequent alternative development, and described the alternatives remaining under 
consideration and to be shown at the second set of PIMs. Planned improvements along the study corridor 
in the next few years were also briefly described. The state decision making process for major projects 
and the Transportation Project Commission (TPC) format was reviewed. General concerns from local 
officials included anticipated schedule for the TPC meeting, need for Johnson Creek roadway 
improvements, need for early real estate acquisition, floodplain impacts west of Jefferson, project cost, 
and urban sprawl. 
 
7.1.3 Public Information Meetings/Public Hearing 
 
Eight sets of public information meetings (PIMs) and a set of Public Hearings were held to present 
corridor alternatives and to solicit public input. The meetings were announced through news releases to 
area newspapers, radio and television stations, project newsletters, and notices mailed to potentially 
affected property owners.  For convenience to the general public, the first and second series of public 
information meetings and the series of Public Hearings were held at three different locations on three 
separate dates. The three locations were in the cities of Milton, Jefferson, and Watertown, with the same 
information presented at each location. 
 
Meetings were conducted in an “open house” format from either 4:00 to 8:00pm or 5:00 to 9:00pm. The 
first set of PIMs included a brief presentation on the study and a public question and answer session. The 
second set of PIMs had a video that provided a study overview for the public on continuous display. Both 
sets of PIMs and Public Hearings had staff members from the consultant team and WisDOT, including 
real estate personnel, available to discuss the project at each of the meetings. The Public Hearings also 
had court reporters available to transcribe public testimony. 
 
In addition to the first two PIMs and Public Hearings held to review study alternatives, a third PIM was 
held to review archaeological and historic resources. This latter meeting was held to give the public an 
opportunity to learn the results of preliminary archaeological and historic studies along the STH 26 
alternative corridors and to comment on them. Five additional PIMs were held after the Public Hearing to 
give the public an opportunity to view study alternatives and modifications to study alternatives, as well 
as identification of the Preferred Alternative. 
 

7.1.3.1 First Public Information Meeting 
 
The first series of PIMs was held on June 9, 1999, in Watertown; June 14, 1999, in Jefferson; and June 
21, 1999, in Milton. The meetings were attended by a total of 547 people which included 139 people in 
Watertown, 231 people in Jefferson, and 177 people in Milton. Display exhibits included 1”=1000’ scale 
aerial photo maps of the project depicting the preliminary corridor alternative alignments; a four-lane 
roadway typical section; and a 13 page handout package, including maps of the preliminary alternatives, a 
project summary, a project schedule, a summary of estimated impacts for corridor alternatives, and a 
comment form. 
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General comments received at or following the first PIM held in Milton included the following: 
 
• Concern over impacts to the Milton House and other historic sites along existing alignment.  

177 postcards stating opposition to the expansion of STH 26 along the existing corridor were 
received. 

• Besides historical concerns, expansion of STH 26 along existing corridor was opposed because of 
potential impacts to East Elementary School and Goodrich Park. 

• Utilizing the investment of the new four-lane facility between Janesville and Milton was supported. 
• Access to IH 90 would improve emergency service on IH 90. 
• Safety concerns at the STH 26/CTH N intersection north of Milton. 
• Concerns over loss of farmland. 
• East bypasses were generally supported because of the need for good access to the commercial and 

industrial areas in Milton. 
  
General comments received at or following the first PIM held in Jefferson included the following: 
 
• Concerns over loss of farmland, homes, wetlands, and wildlife habitats. 
• The effect of an east bypass of Jefferson on the safety of residents and students at St. Coletta School. 
• Jefferson’s public elementary, middle, and high schools were located in close proximity on west side 

of Jefferson, and a west bypass would provide good access to these schools. 
• A west bypass of Jefferson would accommodate traffic for events at the fairgrounds. 
• Building the bypass to the west of Jefferson would be consistent with the Fort Atkinson Bypass. 
 
General comments received at or following the first PIM held in Watertown included the following: 
 
• Truck traffic and the industrial area would be better served with a west bypass of Watertown. 
• Access to Watertown Memorial Hospital, located on the northeast side of the city, is better served 

with an east bypass. 
• Safety concerns along STH 26 north of Watertown. 
• Environmental concerns included loss of farmland and wetlands. 
• Utilizing the STH 16 bypass on the northeast side of Watertown makes economic and environmental 

sense. 
 

7.1.3.2 Second Public Information Meeting 
 
The second series of PIMs was held on January 10, 2000, in Jefferson; January 11, 2000, in Milton; and 
January 19, 2000, in Watertown. The meetings were attended by a total of 652 people which included 280 
people in Watertown, 235 people in Jefferson, and 137 people in Milton. Many of the preliminary 
alternatives were either modified or dismissed based on impacts associated with the alternatives, safety 
and design considerations, comments received from the June 1999 PIMs, discussions with the study 
committees, and other communications received. The remaining alternatives were shown at these 
meetings. The detailed study alternatives were selected after these meetings.   
 
Display exhibits included 1”=1000’ and 1”=500’ scale aerial photo maps of the project depicting the 
study alternative alignments; a four-lane roadway typical section; a summary evaluation matrix; and a 
handout package, including maps of the preliminary alternatives, a project summary, a project schedule, a 
summary of estimated impacts for corridor alternatives, and a comment form. Maps showing the proposed 
2001-02 improvements in Johnson Creek were also displayed. A continuously running video was shown 
providing an overview of the study area and project. 
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General comments received at or following the second PIM held in Milton included the following: 
 
• Concerns over impact of Alternative S3 to rural residential areas including Oak Ridge and The 

Reserve Subdivisions. 
• Support for Alternative S2 was based on a number of factors, including: less impact to the Milton 

House and other historic sites; less impact to residences; less impact to the Storrs Lake Wildlife Area; 
less impact to farmland; using land from both the town and city of Milton; more compatibility with 
future land use plans; and, better access to the north side of Milton. 

• Alternative S3 was preferred because it would not impact the Milton House and other historic sites, 
was the route previously mapped by the City of Milton, would not pass through the city, and would 
allow for more future growth for the City of Milton. 

• Support for an interchange on the south side of Milton. 
• Farmland was a concern, with suggestions to preserve more farmland, minimize severance damage, 

and locate the highway in an area less suitable for farming with relatively minor adjustments. 
• There was little support for a through town alternative in Milton.  
• Concerns over residential and farm access onto and crossing STH 26. 
 
General comments received at or following the second PIM held in Jefferson included the following: 
 
• Alternative C2 (near west bypass) was supported because it provides better access to the schools, 

fairgrounds, and south industrial area in Jefferson. 
• USH 18 from the west to downtown Jefferson would better serve truck traffic than USH 18 from the 

east. 
• The Jefferson west side bypass matches up better with the Fort Atkinson bypass since it is also on the 

west side. 
• Concerns over impacts to St. Coletta School with an east bypass of Jefferson. 
• An east side bypass, particularly Alternative C3 (near east), would provide better access to Jefferson’s 

north industrial park. 
• A Jefferson east side bypass would have less impact to the area’s multi-generation family farms and 

the natural environment, particularly the floodplains located west of the city. 
• There was little support for a through town alternative in Jefferson. 
• Concerns over land preservation. Alternatives C1 (far west bypass) and C4 (far east bypass) were not 

compatible with current land use plans and would encourage urban sprawl.  Alternative C2 (near west 
bypass) was supported because the floodplains near USH 18 would stay undeveloped. 

 
General comments received at or following the second PIM held in Watertown included the following: 
 
• A west bypass would better serve the industrial and residential development on the west side of 

Watertown.  
• Support for the connection of STH 26, STH 19, and STH 16 under Alternative N1 (west). 
• Requests for Alternative N1 (west) to be located further west of Watertown. 
• Requests for an interchange at CTH A to improve access both in Watertown and in the rural areas. 
• Support for an east bypass of Watertown to connect STH 26 to STH 16. 
• Little support for a through town alternative in Watertown. 
• Suggestions for alternative refinements that would minimize farmland impacts, including severances. 
• Concerns over residential and farm access onto and crossing STH 26. 
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7.1.3.3 Third Public Information Meeting for Archaeological and Historic Resources 

 
On Thursday, January 27, 2000, a public information meeting on archaeological and historic resources 
was held at the Jefferson City Hall, in Jefferson from 4:30pm to 6:30pm.  Notice informing people and 
groups about the meeting was included in the approximately 2,000 Second PIM meeting notices that were 
distributed to potentially affected property owners, local officials, and interested citizens.  Notice of the 
meeting was also included on display signs at each of the Second PIM meetings; in press releases that 
went out to area media, and in letter notices sent to Historic Preservation Commissions, area historical 
societies, Milton House representatives, and Native American groups.  The meeting was held to give the 
public an opportunity to learn results and comment on preliminary archaeological and historic studies 
along the STH 26 alternative corridors.  A representative of SHPO was present at the meeting and was 
available to answer questions. A total of 46 people registered at the meeting. 
 
On display were 1”=1000’ scale aerial maps showing location of corridor alternatives under 
consideration, and 1”=200’ scale aerial maps showing through town alternatives for Milton, Jefferson, 
and Watertown. A through town Rail Corridor alternative was also displayed for Watertown.  Historic 
architecture properties that were either listed or potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) were labeled on the maps. Comment forms were provided for attendees to submit 
written comments. 
 
A brief overview of the study and a summary of the alternatives under study in each of the three segments 
were provided. The Section 106 Cultural Resources process was described. It was explained that the 
National Preservation Act of 1966 requires that federally funded projects consider impacts on important 
archaeological and historic resources.   
 
The archaeological consultant for the study described the methodology and results of the preliminary 
study for archaeological resources. This study determined that there are numerous reported archaeological 
sites in the areas of the Rock and Crawfish Rivers. No burial mounds were found within the study 
alternative corridors, and it is estimated that the density and significance of archaeological sites on the 
west and east sides of Jefferson were similar. 
 
The historic consultant for the study described the methodology and results of the preliminary study for 
historic architectural properties. Results of the study indicate a number of historic properties and four 
historic districts that are either listed or potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP). Most of these historic properties are located within the urban communities of Milton, 
Jefferson, and Watertown. Many rural properties have been altered over the years and making them 
ineligible for listing on the NRHP.   
 
The meeting concluded with a questions and answers session. Following the meeting, the public was 
given the opportunity to review the exhibits, ask questions of the staff, and comment. 
 

7.1.3.4 Public Hearing 
 
A series of Public Hearings was held on October 4, 2000, in Jefferson; October 11, 2000, in Watertown; 
and October 12, 2000, in Milton. The Public Hearing meetings were attended by a total of 538 people that 
included 163 people in Jefferson, 244 people in Watertown, and 131 people in Milton. Display exhibits 
included 1”=1000’ and 1”=500’ scale aerial photo maps of the project depicting the detailed study 
alternatives, a four lane roadway typical section, a multi page handout package including maps of the 
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detailed study alternatives, project summary, a summary of estimated impacts for corridor alternatives, 
and a comment form. 
 
A general summary of the Public Hearing held in Jefferson includes the following: 
 
The total number of responses postmarked as of December 15, 2000 was 173. Ten people spoke at the 
formal hearing, 38 people spoke to the court reporters at the informal hearing and 131 people provided 
written testimony. This is greater than 173 people because several people provided comments in more 
than one fashion. Comments with both a specific preference and a specific opposition are listed as 
follows: 
 
• 5 people were in general support of a bypass 
• 26 people were in general support of a particular bypass alternative 
• 15 people were in general opposition to a bypass 
• 123 people were in general opposition to a particular bypass alternative, including 107 advocates for 

St. Colleta 
• 4 people had miscellaneous comments 
 
Municipalities that specifically commented as part of the public hearing process included the Jefferson 
County Highway Committee of the Jefferson County Board of Supervisors who was in general support of 
a bypass, the City of Jefferson Common Council who passed a resolution supporting Alternative C2, the 
Town of Jefferson Board who passed a resolution supporting Alternative C2(b), and the Town of 
Koshkonong Board who passed a resolution addressing many town concerns. Additionally the Jefferson 
School Board of Education passed a resolution opposing Alternative C2(b). 
 
A general summary of the Public Hearing held in Watertown includes the following: 
 
The total number of responses postmarked as of December 15, 2000 was 138. Twenty-three people spoke 
at the formal hearing, 44 people spoke to the court reporters at the informal hearing and 83 provided 
written testimony. This is greater than 138 people because several people provided comments in more 
than one fashion. Comments with both a specific preference and a specific opposition are listed as 
follows:  
 
• 9 people were in general support of a bypass 
• 74 people were in general support of a particular bypass alternative, including 52 identical letters 

supporting an east bypass 
• 17 people were in favor of further evaluation of a railroad corridor alternative 
• 15 people were in general opposition to a bypass 
• 13 people were in general opposition to a particular bypass alternative 
• 10 people had miscellaneous comments 
 
Over 70 percent of the respondents expressed support for some type of improvement for the Highway 26 
corridor in the Watertown area.  Municipalities that specifically commented as part of the public hearing 
process included the Jefferson County Highway Committee of the Jefferson County Board of Supervisors 
and the Dodge County Highway and the Dodge County Planning and Development Committees of the 
Dodge County Board of Supervisors who were in general support of a bypass, and the Town of Shields 
Board who was in general support of an east bypass. 
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A general summary of the Public Hearing held in Milton includes the following: 
 
The total number of responses postmarked as of December 15, 2000 was 398. Nine people spoke at the 
formal hearing, 20 people spoke to the court reporters at the informal hearing and 371 people provided 
written testimony. This is greater than 398 people because several people provided comments in more 
than one fashion. Comments with both a specific preference and a specific opposition are listed as 
follows: 
 
• 369 people were in general support of a particular bypass alternative, including 277 respondents to a 

Milton Courier ballot supporting the S3 alternative 
• 18 people were in general opposition to a bypass 
• 14 people were in general opposition to a particular bypass alternative 
• 11 people had miscellaneous comments 
 
Municipalities that specifically commented as part of the public hearing process included the Town of 
Koshkonong Board who passed a resolution addressing many town concerns, and the Director of the 
Planning, Economic and Community Development of Rock County who suggested an S2/3 Compromise 
Alternative. 
 

7.1.3.5 Fourth Public Information Meeting 
 
A fourth PIM was held in Watertown on January 23, 2001, to present and discuss a new through-town 
freeway alternative (access permitted only at interchange locations) that partially followed a railroad 
corridor in the City of Watertown, plus modifications of Alternatives N1 and N2, based on comments 
received at the October 2000 Public Hearing, discussions with the study committees, and other 
communications received. The meeting was attended by a total of 505 individuals. A preferred 
alternative, N1, was identified after this meeting.   
 
Display exhibits included 1”=1000’ and 1”=500’ scale aerial photo maps of the project depicting the new 
railroad corridor alternative alignment and the existing study alternative alignments; a four-lane roadway 
typical section; and a handout package, including maps of the study alternatives, a project summary, a 
project schedule, a summary of estimated impacts for corridor alternatives, and a comment form. 
 
General comments received at or following the fourth PIM held in Watertown included the following: 
 
The total number of responses received as of February 20, 2001 was 293.  Comments with both a specific 
preference and a specific opposition are: 
 
• 144 people were in general support of a bypass 
• 87 people were in general support of Alternative N1 
• 19 people were in general support of Alternative N2 
• 6 people were in general support of the Rail Corridor Alternative 
• 57 people were in general opposition to a bypass 
• 16 people were in general opposition to Alternative N1 
• 3 people were in general opposition to Alternative N2 
• 64 people were in general opposition to the Rail Corridor Alternative 
• 22 people had miscellaneous comments 
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Of the respondents supporting a bypass in the Watertown area, 65 percent were in support of a west 
bypass. The vast majority of the respondents were in opposition to the rail corridor alternative, including 
the major local institutions. A number of businesses responded, one of whom who had collected over 
1,100 signatures on a petition opposing the rail corridor alternative. Several people felt that if Alternative 
N1 was the preferred alternative, an interchange at CTH A should be added. 
 

7.1.3.6 Fifth Public Information Meeting 
 
A fifth PIM was held in Milton on June 27, 2001, to present and discuss modifications of Alternatives S2 
and S3 based on comments received at the October 2000 Public Hearing, discussions with the study 
committees, and other communications received. A new preliminary alternative that passed through the 
Oak Ridge and Bonny Meade golf courses was also shown for review. This new preliminary alternative, 
was developed and studied at the request of the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, and was 
previously dismissed due to land use impacts. The meeting was attended by a total of 107 individuals. A 
preferred alternative, S3, was identified after these meetings.   
 
Display exhibits included 1”=1000’ and 1”=500’ scale aerial photo maps of the project depicting the 
study alternative alignments; computer generated visualization drawings of Alternative S2 at the crossing 
of existing STH 26 in Milton, and Alternative S3 adjacent to the Storrs Lake Wildlife Area, were shown 
on aerial photographs; a four-lane roadway typical section; and a handout package, including maps of the 
study alternatives, a project summary, a project schedule, a summary of estimated impacts for corridor 
alternatives, and a comment form. 
 
General comments received at or following the fifth PIM held in Milton included the following: 
 
The total number of responses postmarked as of July 14, 2001 was 14. Comments with both a specific 
preference and a specific opposition are: 
 
• 10 people were in general support of Alternative S2 
• 2 people were in general opposition to a Alternative S3 
• 2 people had miscellaneous comments 
 

7.1.3.7 Sixth Public Information Meeting 
 
A sixth PIM was held in Watertown on March 10, 2003, to present and discuss three improvement areas 
for the identified preferred alternative N1 based on Value Engineering studies and local comments and 
discussions.  One area of improvement is just south of Watertown where a local frontage road is planned 
between Horseshoe Road and CTH Y to improve local circulation.  The second area includes a change in 
the layout of the north interchange for Watertown to reduce land and construction costs, and to make 
better use of Church Street for local access.  The third area is north of Watertown, between Second Street 
and CTH JM, where STH 26 is being adjusted slightly to allow a frontage road to serve local needs.  The 
meeting was attended by a total of 200 individuals.   
 
Display exhibits included 1”=1000’ and 1”=500’ scale aerial photo maps of the project depicting the 
improvement areas for the identified preferred alternative N1; and a handout package, including a map of 
the identified preferred alternative, a project summary, and a comment form. 
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General comments received at or following the sixth PIM held in Watertown included the following: 
 
The total number of responses postmarked as of March 21, 2003 was 10. Comments received are: 
 
• 4 people were in general support of Alternative N1 and improvement modifications 
• 2 people supported additional modifications 
• 4 people had miscellaneous comments 
 

7.1.3.8 Seventh Public Information Meeting 
 
A seventh PIM was held in Milton on November 5, 2003, to present and discuss improvement areas for 
the identified preferred alternative S3 based on Value Engineering studies and local comments and 
discussions. Planned improvements include a new interchange and relocation of CTH Y near McCormick 
Road; extension of Harmony Town Hall Road; new overpasses at Town Hall and Town Line Roads; 
extension of Henke Road to include a half diamond interchange with STH 26; a relocation of CTH M; 
elimination of a previously planned interchange north of Milton; and a modification of the Pond 
Road/Koshkonong Lake Road. The meeting was attended by a total of 225 individuals.   
 
Display exhibits included 1”=1000’ and 1”=500’ scale aerial photo maps of the project depicting the 
improvement areas for the identified preferred alternative S3; and a handout package, including a map of 
the identified preferred alternative, a project summary, and a comment form. 
 

7.1.3.9 Eighth Public Information Meeting 
 
An eighth PIM was held in Janesville on April 19, 2004, to present and discuss access options for STH 26 
between Janesville and Milton. Proposed improvements included: access control along STH 26, 
interchange options, and several local road extensions and connections. Exhibits included overview and 
detail exhibits for each alternative option, and Corridors 2020 mapping. 
 
The meeting was announced through news releases to area media and a letter to individual residents and 
property owners within a mile corridor band either side of existing STH 26 between Janesville and Milton 
(approximately 1,500 individuals). The meeting was held in an open house format that began at 4:30 pm 
and ended at 8:00 pm.  A presentation followed by questions and answer period was held at 6:00 pm.   
 
Approximately 175 people attended the PIM. A handout included project information letter, a summary of 
the options, and a form for written comments. Twenty-three written comments were received. Of the 23 
written comments received, several indicated a preference for a proposed improvement option to STH 26 
as summarized as follows: 
 

• 2 were in favor of Option 1 – full interchange near McCormick Road and half interchange at 
Henke Road. 

• 3 were in favor of Option 2 – full interchange at Wright Road and half interchange at Henke 
Road. 

• 3 were in favor of Option 3 – full interchange near McCormick and full interchange at Town Hall 
Road and no interchange at Henke Road. 

• 3 were in favor of a “no-build” alternative 
• 5 were in favor of a future bypass between Milton and Janesville 
• a number of individuals favored some sort of access control for the area. 
• Remaining written comments focused on individual concerns. 
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7.1.4 Additional Meetings 
 
Various local group and individual meetings were held to provide project updates and address local 
concerns. Twenty-four meetings have been held with officials from individual towns and cities in the 
study area. Project briefing meetings were held with the Jefferson County Board and the highway 
committees from Rock, Jefferson and Dodge Counties. Numerous meetings and telephone conversations 
with potentially affected property owners occurred. Two meetings were held with St. Coletta of 
Wisconsin to determine issues of concern to their operation and to review alternatives. Several meetings 
were held with officials from Janesville, Milton, and the Township of Harmony to discuss interchange 
locations and access options for STH 26 between Janesville and Milton. 
 
7.1.5 Project Notification and Newsletters 
 
Letters were sent to local officials inviting them to a meeting on March 19, 1999 to inform them of the 
initiation of the study and to announce and organize the Study Committees. 
 
Notices were distributed to potentially affected property owners, local officials, interested citizens and 
identified local interest groups prior to the first public information meetings in June 1999 to inform them 
about the study and to announce the upcoming meetings. 
 
Letters were sent to local officials inviting them to a meeting on January 5, 2000 to inform them of the 
second public information meetings in January 2000 and to provide an update prior to the meetings. 
 
Newsletters were distributed to potentially affected property owners, local officials, interested citizens, 
and identified local interest groups prior to the second public information meetings in January 2000 and 
the Public Hearing meetings in October 2000. The newsletter included highlights of the upcoming 
meetings, maps and descriptions of the proposed alternatives, the project schedule, and project contact 
names, addresses, and telephone numbers. 
 
Notices were also distributed to potentially affected property owners, local officials, interested citizens, 
and identified local interest groups prior to all public information meetings to announce the upcoming 
public information meetings. Contact names, addresses, and telephone numbers were provided as part of 
the notices. 
 
7.1.6 News Media 
 
News releases were distributed to area media, including newspapers, radio, and television, to initially 
announce the study and to announce upcoming public information meetings. Contact names, addresses, 
and telephone numbers were provided as part of the releases. 
 
7.1.7 Toll-free Telephone 
 
A toll-free telephone number was established at the start of the study. Calls were logged, and when 
requested, specific information was provided back to the caller. 
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7.2 AGENCY COORDINATION 
 
7.2.1 Pre-Draft EIS 
 

7.2.1.1 Scoping Process 
 
Scoping letters were sent on April 6 & 7, 1999, to state and federal agencies and Native American groups 
to familiarize them with the project and to solicit their interest and concerns. An Agency Scoping Meeting 
that included a field review of the study corridor area was held on April 27, 1999. Preliminary alternatives 
were developed based on constraints identified during the scoping process, involving early coordination 
with federal and state agencies and Native American groups, as well as Study Committee Meetings and 
public involvement described above. Coordination with agencies has been ongoing throughout the 
preparation of the EIS.   
 
Scoping letters were mailed to the following state and federal agencies and tribal entities: 
 
Federal Highway Administration 
Wisconsin Dept of Natural Resources, Southern District 
Wisconsin Dept of Transportation, District 1 and various Bureaus 
Wisconsin Dept of Administration 
Dept. of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection 
State Historical Society 
State of Wisconsin Dept of Labor & Human Resources 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 
U.S. Dept of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation 
U.S. Dept of Housing and Urban Development 
U.S. Dept of Interior, Bureau of Land Management 
U.S. Dept of Interior, Fish & Wildlife Service 
U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service 
U.S. Forest Service 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Great Lakes Inter-Tribal Council, Inc. 
Bad River Band of Lake Superior 
Forest County Potawatomi Community 
Lac Courte Oreilles Band of Lake Superior 
Lac Du Flambeau Band of Lake Superior 
Oneida Tribe of Indians 
Red Cliff Band of Lake Superior 
Sokaogon Chippewa (Mole Lake) 
St. Croix Chippewa Indians 
Stockbridge Munsee Community of Wisconsin 
Ho-Chunk Nation 
Menominee Indian Tribe of Wisconsin 
 
Agencies expressing an interest or concerns with the project included: U.S. Department of Interior (DOI) 
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS); DOI National Park Service (NPS); U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA); U.S. Corps of Engineers (COE); Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR); 
Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection (DATCP); and State Historical 
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Society of Wisconsin (SHSW). Native American Tribes expressing an interest or concerns with the 
project include Ho-Chunk Nation, Menominee Indian Tribe of Wisconsin, Forest County Potawatomi 
Community, and Oneida Tribe of Indians. Following is a summary of the agency and tribal involvement. 
 

7.2.1.2 State Agencies 
 

State Historical Society of Wisconsin (SHSW) 
 
April 8, 1999 Letter from SHSW responding to initial scoping letter and noting new Section 

106 requirements for historical and archaeological review of highway projects 
that went into effect June 1, 1997. 

 
April 27, 1999  Scoping meeting and field review.  Areas of concern included the Milton House, 

archaeological resources between the Crawfish and Rock Rivers west of 
Jefferson, Native American participation, and public involvement. 

 
October 25, 1999  Coordination meeting to review historic architecture and archaeological findings 

to date. 
 
December 15, 1999  Meeting to review architecture/history survey summary. Determinations of 

Eligibility (DOE) required for the Draft EIS was agreed upon. 
 
May 24, 2000  Notification from SHSW that they concurred with recommendation of eligibility 

for National Register listing for Slight’s Standard Filling Station, and Alverno 
Cottages. The William Graham Farmhouse and the Witte Farmstead are not 
eligible for the National Register. 

 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) 

 
April 27, 1999  Scoping meeting and field review. Areas of concern included the Storrs Lake 

Wildlife Area east of Milton and minimizing impacts to wetlands and threatened 
or endangered species. 

 
July 1, 1999  Letter from WDNR identifying endangered resources in project area. 
 
October 27, 1999  Field review meeting to identify concerns. Environmental features were viewed 

in each of the three study segments. 
 
January 24, 2000  Letter from WDNR commenting on Concurrence Point #1 (Purpose and Need) 

and preliminary alternatives for project. 
 
February 24, 2000  Field meeting discussing bypass alternatives for city of Jefferson. 
 
March 30, 2000  Meeting with WDNR to discuss modifications to C2 alternative on near west side 

of city of Jefferson. Provided maps of modification and corridor alternative 
locations for South and Central segments. 

 
April 10, 2000  Meeting with WDNR, Town of Jefferson Chairperson, State Representative, and 

WisDOT to discuss modification to near west side Jefferson bypass alternative 
C2, and possible affect on Crawfish River and associated floodplains. 



Wisconsin State Trunk Highway 26 
Environmental Impact Statement 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________  
 
34756/Text VII- 14 February 2005 

 
April 14, 2000  Letter from WDNR providing more specific location data for natural areas. 
 
April 26, 2000  WDNR representative attended Jefferson Study Committee Meeting to discuss 

review role in project and answer questions. 
 
June 12, 2000  Meeting with WDNR, Bureau of Air Management, discussing exemption for air 

pollution control permit for STH 26, Janesville to Watertown project. 
 
June 19, 2000  Letter from WDNR, Bureau of Air Management, stating exemption for air 

pollution control permit for STH 26, Janesville to Watertown project. 
 

Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection (DATCP) 
 
April 27, 1999  Scoping meeting and field review.  Areas of concern included minimizing the 

acquisition or severance of farmland and maintaining access to farmland. 
 
June 25, 1999 Phone call from DATCP inquiring about results of June 1999 public information 

meetings. 
 
August 26, 1999  Letter from DATCP confirming presence of federally listed threatened species 

(Eastern Prairie Fringed Orchid) in project area. 
 
December 20, 1999  Meeting with DATCP at affected farm property owner’s residence to discuss 

farm operation and west Watertown bypass corridor location. 
 
January 21, 2000  Phone call from DATCP inquiring about results of January 2000 public 

information meetings. 
 
May 10, 2000  Meeting with DATCP at affected farm property owner’s residence to discuss 

west Watertown bypass corridor location and estimated acreage requirements. 
 
 Wisconsin Department of Transportation, Bureau of Aeronautics 
 
April 7, 1999  Letter from WisDOT, Bureau of Aeronautics, commenting on airports in study 

area. 
 
June 13, 2000 Letter from WisDOT, Bureau of Aeronautics, commenting on airports in study 

area, and providing Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) on obstacles near 
airports. 

 
7.2.1.3 Federal Agencies 

 
US Army Corps of Engineers (COE) 

 
April 27, 1999  Scoping meeting and field review. An area of concern included minimizing 

impacts to wetlands. 
 
May 25, 1999  Letter from COE indicating that they will serve as a cooperating agency for this 

project. 
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December 20, 1999  Letter from COE concurring with Purpose and Need for project (Concurrence 

Point #1). 
 
December 29, 1999 Meeting with COE to discuss listing of potential wetland impacts in EIS. 
 
January 11, 2000 Representative from COE attended PIM in Milton to answer questions from 

individuals. 
 
January 19, 2000 Representative from COE attended PIM in Watertown to answer questions from 

individuals. 
 
June 9, 2000 Letter from COE concurring with alternatives carried forward for Detailed Study 

(Concurrence Point #2). 
 

US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
 
October 27, 1999 Field review meeting to identify concerns. Environmental features were viewed 

in each of the three study segments. 
 
December 16, 1999 Letter from EPA commenting on Concurrence Point #1 – Purpose and Need. 
 
February 17, 2000 Project review meeting with EPA. Reviewed comments on Purpose and Need 

and overall project issues. 
 
May 12, 2000 Letter from EPA concurring with alternatives carried forward for Detailed Study 

(Concurrence Point #2). 
 

US Department of Interior – Fish and Wildlife Service (USF&W) 
 
May 5, 1999  Phone call from USF&W indicating concerns with project and discussing 

federally listed threatened species (Eastern Prairie Fringed Orchid) in project 
area. 

 
May 26, 1999  Letter from USF&W indicating interest and concerns with project. 
 
May 4, 2000  Letter from USF&W concurring with alternatives carried forward for Detailed 

Study (Concurrence Point #2). 
 

US Department of Interior – National Park Service (NPS) 
 
April 22, 1999  Letter from NPS responding to notice of intent to prepare EIS and indication of 

Glacial Drumlin Trail and potential Ice Age National Scenic Trail in study limits. 
 
June 28, 1999  Letter from NPS notifying interested individuals of review meeting for future Ice 

Age Trail crossing of STH 26. 
 
July 19, 1999  Field review meeting for future Ice Age Trail crossing of STH 26. 
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August 5, 1999  Letter from NPS with meeting notes from July 19, 1999, concerning the future 
Ice Age Trail crossing STH 26. 

 
November 23, 1999  Phone call from NPS discussing Concurrence Point #1 – Purpose and Need. 
 
November 30, 1999  Letter from NPS concurring with Purpose and Need for project. 
 
February 25, 2000  Phone call from NPS discussing future Ice Age Trail location in Milton along 

STH 59 and Storrs Lake Road.  Confirmed that Alternatives S2 & S3 would have 
a grade separated (overpass) crossing of Storrs Lake Road. 

 
May 5, 2000  Letter from NPS concurring with alternatives carried forward for Detailed Study 

(Concurrence Point #2). 
 
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

 
March 10, 2000  Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Forms (AD-1006) received for project. 
 

7.2.1.4 Other Agencies 
 

Lac du Flambeau Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians 
 
April 8, 1999  Letter from Historic Preservation Officer indicating that project is outside of their 

jurisdiction. 
 
 

Menominee Tribe of Indians of Wisconsin 
 
April 27, 1999  Scoping meeting and field review.  Areas of concern included minimizing 

impacts to cultural resources and avoiding all burial sites. 
 

Ho-Chunk Nation 
 
September 30, 1999 Letter from Ho-Chunk Nation indicating interest in project. 
 

Forest County Potawatomi Community 
 
April 27, 1999  Scoping meeting and field review. Areas of concern included minimizing 

impacts to cultural resources and avoiding all burial sites. 
 

Oneida Tribe of Indians in Wisconsin 
 
No response received to date. 
 
7.2.2 Post-Draft EIS 
 
The Draft EIS was published in July 2000, and several regulatory/resource agencies and units of 
government provided comments.  Agencies expressing an interest or concerns with the project included 
COE, EPA, WDNR, and Wisconsin DOT Bureau of Aeronautics (see Section 7.3, Draft EIS Comments 
and Responses).  Following is a summary of the agency involvement. 
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7.2.2.1 Federal Agencies 

 
US Army Corps of Engineers (COE) 

 
December 8, 2000 Response letter to DEIS. 
 
July 7, 2004 e-mail letter with review comments on the STH 26 pre-FEIS. 
 
February 2, 2005 e-mail with review comments on the pre-FEIS. 
 
May 27, 2005 Signed MOA (see Appendix F) 
 

U.S. Department of Interior -- National Park Service (NPS) 
 
February 2, 2004 Phone call from NPS discussing future Ice Age Trail crossing STH 26 along 

Storr’s Lake Road in Milton. Confirmed that Alternative S3 was selected as the 
Preferred Alternative and that a grade separation for Storrs Lake Road was 
included. Also confirmed that a sidewalk along one side of Storrs Lake Road 
(south side) would be included at structure crossing of STH 26. 

 
US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

 
October 26, 2000 Response letter to DEIS. 
 
February 2, 2004 Letter concurring with selection of Preferred Alternative for South, Central, and 

North Segments of STH 26 (Concurrence Point #3). 
 
March 26, 2004 Project review meeting with EPA and WDNR. Reviewed maps of Preferred 

Alternative and changes that have occurred in Preferred Alternative alignment 
since publication of DEIS. 

 
January 21, 2005 e-mail with review comments on the pre-FEIS. 
 

7.2.2.2 State Agencies 
 

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) 
 
December 8, 2000 Response letter to DEIS. 
 
July 9, 2001 Response letter to DEIS. 
 
February 4, 2002 Email response to DEIS. 
 
January 15, 2003 Email response to DEIS. 
 
March 3, 2004 Response letter to DEIS. 
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Wisconsin Department of Transportation, Bureau of Aeronautics 
 
September 26, 2000 Response letter to DEIS. 
 

Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection (DATCP) 
 
April 8, 2002 Phone call to DATCP updating staff on selection of Preferred Alternative. 
 
June 12, 2002 Phone call to DATCP updating staff on selection of Preferred Alternative. 
 
December 24, 2003 email response to comments on draft Agriculture Impact Statement (AIS) 
 
January 5, 2004 email response to comments on draft AIS 
 
January 16, 2004 Draft AIS coordination 
 
February 18, 2004 Distribution of AIS by DATCP 
 
April 9, 2004 email response to comments on AIS 
 
May 6, 2004 email response to comment on AIS 
 

State Historical Society of Wisconsin (SHSW) 
 
April 2003 Submittal of Phase I & II Archaeology Investigation Report of Preferred 

Alternative to SHSW 
 
 October 15, 2003 Consultation meeting held with Native American tribes on archaeology for 

Preferred Alternative. 
 
October 30, 2003 Letter comments and concurrence from SHPO on Phase I & II Investigation 

Report of Preferred Alternative. 
 
November 10, 2003 Letter to SHPO regarding follow-up investigative work at Hinstorff Site. 
 
November 14, 2003 Letter from SHPO concurring that no intact deposits are present at Hinstorff Site 

east of STH 26. 
 
May 6, 2004 Letter from SHPO with signed copies of DOEs for four NRHP-eligible 

archaeology sites in Preferred Alternative. 
 
May 27, 2005 Signed MOA (see Appendix F) 
 

7.2.2.3 Native American Consultation Meetings 
 
October 26, 2000     Response letter from Iowa Tribe of Oklahoma stating they have determined that 

the project will not affect cultural or religious sites affiliated with the Iowa Tribe. 
  
March 13, 2003     A Native-American consultation meeting was held. The Oneida and Menominee 

tribes, along with FHWA and WisDOT attended. Purpose of meeting was to 
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review archaeological studies. Oneida Tribe indicated that it no longer had 
interest in project. 

  
October 15, 2003     A Native-American consultation meeting was held. The Menominee tribe, and 

Sac and Fox tribes (by telephone conference), along with FHWA, SHPO and 
WisDOT attended. Purpose of meeting was to review impacted archaeological 
sites. Tribes have been consulted and agree to mitigation. 

 
 
7.3 DRAFT EIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
Agencies expressing written comments on the Draft EIS include the Wisconsin DOT Bureau of 
Aeronautics, US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Army Corps of Engineers (COE), and the 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR).  Following are the responses to each individual 
agency’s comment. Comment letters from the various agencies are at the end of this section. 
 
Agency:   Wisconsin Department of Transportation, Bureau of Aeronautics 

September 26, 2000 
 
Comment Response 
 
 1 The Central Segment Preferred Alternative is Alternative C2(a), which incorporates the C1 

alignment near the airport. This includes the location of the new roadway west of the 
Union Pacific Railroad near the airport. Existing STH 26 would remain east of the railroad 
for local traffic.  No acquisition of airport property is anticipated. See Exhibit 8 for a map 
of Preferred Alternative C2(a). 

 
 2 The North Segment Preferred Alternative is Alternative N1. The location of the STH 26 

bypass would be approximately 3,000 feet south of Airpark Road. Proposed improvements 
between the bypass and Airpark Road include a connection of existing STH 26 to the 
bypass and improvements to existing STH 26. Since Alternative N2 is not the Preferred 
Alternative, the airport’s expansion capabilities should not be hindered by this project. See 
Exhibit 8 for a map of Preferred Alternative N1. 
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Agency:   United States Environmental Protection Agency 
October 26, 2000 

 
Comment Response 
 
 3 See Section 4.6.5 for measures to minimize wetland impacts and for the wetland mitigation 

plan. 
 
 4 The Preferred Alternative alignment has been shifted approximately 1,700 feet to the east 

to avoid Otter Creek Springs and associated wetlands (Wetland W-2 and Wetland W-3) 
(see Exhibit 8). The alignment will cross Otter Creek upstream of the Otter Creek Springs 
at a location with wetlands of lower quality functional values.  See Section 4.6.5. 

  
 5 See Section 2.4.1.1 for the reasons for selecting this alternative. 
 
 6 See response #3. 
 
 7 Alternative C4 is not the Preferred Alternative in the Central Segment.   
 
 8 Alternative C3 is not the Preferred Alternative in the Central Segment.  See Section 2.4.1.2 

for the reasons this alternative was not selected. 
 
 9 Alternative C1 is not the Preferred Alternative in the Central Segment.  See Section 2.4.1.2 

for the reasons this alternative was not selected. 
 
 10 Alternative C1 is not the Preferred Alternative in the Central Segment.  See Section 2.4.1.2 

for the reasons this alternative was not selected.   
 
 11 Alternative C2(a) is the Preferred Alternative in the Central Segment.   
 
 12 See response #3. 
 

13 The Preferred Alternative N1 will not impact wetlands W-27 and W-28.   
 

14 The Crawfish River crossings associated with Alternatives C2, C2(a), and C2(b) were 
selected to minimize floodplain wetlands impacts to the extent practicable. In this area, 
cropland exists on a majority of the floodplain and the floodplain wetlands are restricted to 
a narrow riparian corridor. See Section 4.2.2.5. 

  
 15 See response #3.  
 
 16 A paragraph describing the water quality of the Rock River has been added to Section 

3.3.1.1 of the FEIS. 
 
 17 WisDOT will consider various types of stormwater management measures in the final 

design phase of the project. Water quality impacts from silt and sedimentation will be 
minimized through the strict adherence to erosion control measures as required by 
WisDOT’s Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. 

 
 18 See Section 4.6.14 for information on enhancements.   
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Agency:   Army Corps of Engineers 
December 8, 2000 

 
Comment Response 
 
 19 An on-site wetland delineation has been conducted for each of the preferred alternatives.  

See Section 4.2.2.6. 
 
 20 The methodology for the determination of historic and archeological sites eligible for the 

National Register of Historic Places was agreed to by SHPO, WisDOT, and FHWA. See 
Section 3.3.10 and 3.3.11. The determination of sites eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places has been completed for all necessary sites along the Preferred 
Alternatives.   

 
 21 See Sections 4.2.9.2 and 4.2.10. 
 
 22 Plan and profiles of bridge designs have not been determined at the EIS stage. The type of 

bridge support structure will be determined during preliminary design in coordination with 
US Army Corps of Engineers.   

 
23 See response #3. 
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Agency:   Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
December 8, 2000 

 
Comment Response 
 
 
 24 We obtained data for existing and forecasted traffic volumes from several sources: 

 
• WisDOT 48-hour coverage traffic counts 
• WisDOT permanent automatic traffic counting recorders 
• Direction from WisDOT Traffic Forecasting Section 
• Five origin-destination studies for Janesville, Jefferson, Watertown, and Fond du Lac 
• Actual traffic volumes attracted to Fort Atkinson bypass 
• Previous traffic projections 
• Existing and proposed land use and major traffic generators 
• Access available 
• Route travel time and ease of travel 
• Input from local persons on the project study committees and the public 
 

WisDOT provided the projected average traffic growth rate of 2.2% per year based on 
historical traffic volumes and expected growth trends. 
 
We obtained existing traffic volumes from WisDOT traffic counts and from special 
intersection counts by the project team. Volumes from counts performed in 1997 and 1998 
were increased by 2.2% per year to obtain the 1999 existing traffic volumes as reported in 
the DEIS. 
 
We calculated projected traffic volumes based on the above data inputs, the proposed road 
layout and access for the alternative being considered, and engineering judgment. The 
number of calculations were few enough that they could be done manually. Time 
consuming and, in this situation, less accurate traffic forecasting software was not 
required. 
 
Projected traffic volumes on new bypass roadways included the expected thru traffic 
volumes plus the local traffic (quadrant moves) that would move from an in-town to out-
of-town route, and the future traffic increase using the 2.2% per year growth rate. 
 
Projected traffic volumes on existing roadway alignments included the base 1999 traffic 
volumes plus the future traffic increase using the 2.2% per year growth rate. 
 
The 2.2% per year growth rate was not compounded to avoid overstating the growth. In 
other words, the growth multiplier was based on the number of years times the growth rate.  
For example, for a 20 year period the growth multiplier was 1 + (20 X 2.2%) or 1.44. 
 
The project traffic volumes are reported as a range in recognition of the probable variance 
in the growth rate over time. 

 
 25 The truck volume on Business 26 through Fort Atkinson is not available under this study.  

The table represents truck volumes on STH 26. 
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 26 The improvements made or programmed beyond 1998 were footnoted in the crash rate 

tables. At the time of the Draft EIS, crash data was not available beyond 1998 and the 
reduction of crashes due to future improvements would have been based on speculation.  
Although crash rates should be reduced with roadway improvements, no crash rate values 
can be assumed. The proposed improvements to sections of STH 26 were added to the 
summary on page I-25 so the reader is aware of the proposed improvements. Sentence 
modified to read “Crash rates are high along several segments of the existing facility.” 

   
 27 On December 4, 2000, the Town of Jefferson passed a resolution stating “the Town of 

Jefferson would prefer no bypass on State Highway 26 for the City of Jefferson, 
Wisconsin. However, the Town Board of the Town of Jefferson realizes that an increase in 
both population and traffic in our community as a whole requires the planning of a bypass 
to ensure the safety of our population as a whole…”  See Appendix B of Final EIS for a 
copy of the resolution.   

   
 28 We are aware that 6(f) requirements would apply to the Glacial Drumlin Trail. The Glacial 

Drumlin Trail will not be impacted under the Preferred Alternative C2(a). Alternative 
C2(a) crosses a gap in the trail where it is not designated.  Users of the trail are directed to 
use the local roadway system within this area. A connection to the local roadway system 
will be maintained under Alternative C2(a).   

 
29 This statement has been included in the primary requirements. 

 
 30 Controlled access along a highway may prevent development from occurring at specific 

locations where access is not allowed. However, the local units of government are 
responsible for making decisions on development near and off the highway. The primary 
goal of access control is to preserve the safety and capacity of the highway. The control of 
access along a roadway is a significant factor in reducing the number, frequency, and 
variety of events to which drivers must respond. Where access to a roadway is managed, 
interchanges, street, and driveway connections are located at points best suited to fit traffic 
and land-use needs while maintaining constant traffic flow and speeds along the primary 
roadway. On streets where there is no access management, interference from side streets 
and driveways can become a major factor in causing abrupt stops, sudden lane changes, 
variable speeds, and driver indecision. All of these factors reduce the capacity of the 
roadway and increase the crash potential.   

 
 31 This EIS is a planning level document, and it treated all agricultural lands as if they were 

in production. Additional information regarding land set-aside status would likely add little 
value to the selection process. 

 
 32 Right of way limits along the existing STH 26 alignment were based on preliminary 

roadway slope intercepts obtained from computer modeling. Minimum right of way widths 
were approximately 250 feet in these areas. The approximate minimum width has been 
added to Section 2.1.3.2. 

   
 33 HEC-RAS stands for Hydrologic Engineering Center – River Analysis System. The 

definition has been included in the Final EIS. 
   



Wisconsin State Trunk Highway 26 
Environmental Impact Statement 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________  
 
34756/Text VII- 24 February 2005 

 34 FHWA and WisDOT acknowledge DNR’s interest in future expert panels. This policy 
issue does not directly affect this document, and it will require further discussion. 

 
 35 Reference to the natural area known as Otter Creek Springs has been added to Section 

2.1.5.1. 
   
 36 Reference to the high geological significance of the drumlin fields has been added to 

Section 2.1.5.3. 
   

37 Table 2.3.3 presents information regarding truck traffic reduction through communities in 
the corridor. Based on this information, truck traffic that serves local destinations is 
estimated to be 10-20 percent in the South Segment and 50-60 percent in the Central and 
North Segments. 

 
 38 No response necessary. 
 
 39 WisDOT will restrict access within 1,000-feet of the STH 26 interchanges. The existing 

STH 26 will transfer to local jurisdiction and access control will be under local guidelines.  
WisDOT has developed a STH 26 Corridor Planning process to offer direction to the local 
unit of governments on controlling access near STH 26. The intent of the Corridor 
Planning process is to provide a forum for local units of government to consider how the 
decisions they make will affect the highway and the local roads adjacent to the highway.   

 
40 At DNR’s request, a third alternative for bypassing the City of Milton was studied.  See 

Section 2.2.5 of Final EIS. This alternative was referred to as Alternative S4 and was 
located approximately 1,500-feet west of Alterative S3. The new alignment passed through 
the Oak Ridge and Bonny Meade Links Golf Course. Alternative S4 was studied and 
presented at a public information meeting on June 27, 2001. The majority of individuals 
were opposed to this alternative. In a letter dated July 9, 2001, DNR indicated that 
Alternative S4 was no longer favored over Alternative S3. See Appendix B of Final EIS.  
Due to associated impacts and lack of support, Alternative S4 was dropped from further 
consideration. 
 

 41 Alternatives C2(a) and C2(b) have been added to the map of Central Segment Alternatives 
in Figure 2.3.2.2.  A separate text description of the two alternatives has also been added in 
Sections 2.3.2.2.3 and 2.3.2.2.4. 

   
 42 A row has not been added to Table 2.3.3 for environmentally sensitive issues. The 

complexities of environmentally sensitive issues are difficult to represent accurately in a 
table format. Theses issues are fully addressed in the text of Sections 3.3 and 4.2.   

 
 43 Alternative C2(b) was dropped from further consideration for reasons other than 

archaeological concerns, such as wetland impacts and farmland severances. After the 
selection of Alternative C2(a) as the preferred Central Segment alternative, archaeological 
investigations were performed in accordance with Section 106 requirements. No NRHP-
eligible sites will be impacted by this alternative. See Section 4.2.9.2 of the Final EIS. 

   
 44 The reference to designated natural areas has been changed to natural plant community 

areas throughout the Final EIS. 
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45 References have been removed from Section II regarding potential habitat for threatened, 
endangered, and special concern species. These concerns are addressed in Sections 4.2.5 
and 4.2.6. 

 
46 See response #34. 

 
 47 A statement has been added noting the significance of the drumlin formations. See Section 

3.1.1. 
 

48  A sentence has been added noting that none of the three counties are within a regional 
planning organization. See Section 3.1.2. 
 

49     WisDOT acknowledges Jefferson County’s long-range transit planning efforts, and 
WisDOT will consider any proposals by the local units of government. 

 
 50 WisDOT has undertaken a corridor planning study for STH 26 that includes consideration 

of pedestrian and bicycle mobility needs. The construction of pedestrian/bike paths along 
the corridor will be considered where feasible. Existing paths along the corridor such as 
the Glacial River Recreation Trail and Glacial Drumlin Trail will be maintained.   

 
 51 The 2003 four-lane improvements on the south side of Watertown will address local short-

term needs for STH 26. However, capacity expansion north of Milwaukee Street is 
restricted by the Historic District and limited right of way width. The necessary capacity 
improvements for future traffic would result in historic impacts and a high number of 
relocations. The 2003 improvements do not address the purpose and need of the project as 
a regional transportation route.  See Section 3.1.2.3.   

 
52 A sentence has been added in Section 3.19.1 to include the populations of the 

municipalities connected by STH 26 from Janesville to Watertown. 
 

53 No major improvements are scheduled on STH 26 north of STH 60-East in the WisDOT 
six-year program 2002-2007. The traffic volumes north of STH 60-East drop off 
substantially and are not predicted to dramatically increase in the near future. Future 
maintenance projects such as resurfacing are anticipated.   

 
54 There would be no effect, as the state designation allows for longer trucks than the federal 

designation. 
 
55 The proposed high-speed passenger rail line between Madison and Milwaukee is currently 

on hold due to funding limitations. Approximately 50 to 100 passengers per day are 
projected to board at the Watertown stop. This volume would have little impact to the 
traffic volumes in the area. The scope of the STH 26 project would remain the same with 
or without the high-speed passenger rail line.   

 
56 Figure 3.1.9.3 has been updated to correct the error for the Union Pacific Railroad from 

Janesville.   
 
57 See response #50. 
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58 The study area for the project included jurisdictions that have the potential to be either 
directly or indirectly affected by the project. Population-growth data was presented to 
show the regional populations that STH 26 serves. This includes cities, villages, and towns 
on STH 26 and near STH 26.   

 
59 Sentence has been added to identify the Otter Creek Springs.  See Section 3.3.1.1. 

 
 60 According to Surface Water Resources of Dodge County (1965), Clyman Creek receives 

the treated effluent from a large cannery located in Clyman, which has resulted in the creek 
having high fertility. Text has been added in Section 3.3.1.1 to read “Discharge of treated 
effluent from a local cannery to Clyman Creek, a tributary to the Rock River, contributes 
to periods of degraded water quality”. 
 

61 As stated in the DEIS (Section 3.3.2.2), a subjective functional value assessment was 
completed in accordance with the WDNR “Rapid Assessment Methodology for Evaluating 
Wetland Functional Values” of the wetlands within the project area.  WDNR staff have 
been involved in joint field investigations for evaluating wetland mitigation measures for 
the Preferred Alternative. Coordination with WDNR is continuous and ongoing. 

   
62 An additional bullet was added to Section 3.3.2.2. 

 
 63 Refer to Section 3.3. Changed sentence to state “Future development that could occur 

within the 100-year floodplain is regulated by local city or town ordinances.” 
 

64 Sentence has been changed as requested.  See Section 3.3.6. 
 

 65 Sentence has been changed as requested.  See Section 3.3.7. 
 

 66, 67 Name of Table 3.3.7 has been changed and the text has been revised to reflect that the 
habitat and populations of some species listed may not exist today. 

   
 68 The reference to “designated natural areas” has been changed to “natural plant 

communities.” The names have also been changed to reflect this.  See Section 3.3.8. 
 
 69 The list of natural areas has been revised to focus on those areas of concern. The “Storr’s 

Lake Emergent Aquatic Community” was added under the South Segment. See Section 
3.3.8.   

    
70 See response #43 
 
71 See response #34. 

 
72 Because of the various interest groups on the panel, some individuals preferred to 

comment only on issues familiar to them or on issues in their geographical area. This 
resulted in some varying viewpoints. The statement has been reworded to reflect this. See 
Section 4.1. 
 

73 A map of the project study area with the townships shown has been provided.  See Figure 
3.1.1-1. 
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74 A through town rail corridor freeway alternative in the City of Watertown was studied and 
presented at study committee meetings and displayed at a public information meeting on 
January 23, 2001. Although this alternative does have a few advantages over the bypass 
alternatives, it fails to meet the purpose and need of the project on a number of issues.  
Some of these issues are lower operating speeds, increased travel time and costs, high 
truck volumes through the city, residential and business relocations, disruption of 
community circulation and emergency service routes, and minimal local support.  
Therefore, this alternative was dropped from further consideration.  See Section 2.2.5.   

 
75 FHWA acknowledges DNR’s support for alternative modes of transportation.   

 
76 See response #34. 

 
77 Traffic removed from the existing routes and using the bypass will be mostly through 

traffic and some local traffic movements on the peripheral city boundaries. This will 
include a large truck volume since most of the truck volume on STH 26 is through traffic.  
Some of the existing truck volume will remain on the existing route to serve local 
businesses. Traffic levels returning to or surpassing current levels is primarily the result of 
community growth within this time period. As communities continue to grow, local traffic 
levels will increase on local arterial streets. After a bypass is provided around a 
community, the existing route becomes a local arterial used primarily by local traffic.  
Bypassable and commuting traffic will continue to use the bypass.   

 
78 As stated in the third to last paragraph of Section 4.1.5, there may be some business loss to 

individual businesses due to competition from new businesses located at superior 
locations. However, this competition is likely to occur with or without a bypass.   

 
79 A copy of the report “The Economic Impacts of Highway Bypasses on Communities” has 

been forwarded to WDNR. 
 
 80 A copy of the reports entitled “Pollutant Loadings and Impacts from Highway Stormwater 

Runoff, Vol. 1” and “Guidance Specifying Management Measures for Sources of 
Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters” have been forwarded to WDNR. 

 
 81 The data regarding this program is not readily available. For this reason, this text has been 

removed from the document. 
 
 82 The Preferred Alternative in the South Segment has been shifted to the east at the Otter 

Creek crossing as requested. This reduces impacts to Otter Creek and associated springs 
and wetlands. See Section 2.4 for a description and Exhibit 8 of the Preferred Alternative 
in the South Segment. 

 
83 All unavoidable wetland impacts from this project will be mitigated in accordance with the 

WisDOT/WDNR cooperative agreement. A conceptual wetland mitigation plan has been 
submitted to WDNR.   
   
The East and West Branches of the Rock River join in the Horicon Marsh forming the 
Rock River, which flows south from the Horicon Marsh. The project area is located 
downstream of the Horicon Marsh and the junction of the East and West Branches of the 
Rock River. No text change. 
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 84 See response #61. 

 
85 A conceptual wetland mitigation plan has been developed. See section 4.6.5.3. 
  
86 Indirect impacts in this section are defined as changes in water level elevation within 

wetlands adjacent to the project corridor, as a result of flow constriction. The impacts are 
expected to be negligible because the design will likely meet NR 116 requirements. The 
impacts are as likely to be beneficial as adverse because, the wetlands are located along the 
bank of the Crawfish River. A negligible increase of water elevation for a short duration 
could enhance the functional values of these wetlands by improving wildlife and fishery 
habitat in these wetlands. Indirect impacts due to sedimentation and soil erosion were not 
considered, since implementation of standard WisDOT erosion control measures 
implemented during construction limit these occurrences to the extent practicable. Section 
4.2.2.5 has been changed to reflect this. 
 

87 Additional hydrologic analysis will be completed to assess increases to the 100-year flood 
elevation on non-WisDOT property during the final roadway design. Based on these 
studies attempts will be made to minimize flood elevation impacts or legal arrangements 
will be made with affected property owners.   
 

 88 A footnote has been added to Table 4.2.3.3 defining NVGD. 
 
 89 Bisecting woodlands along the Preferred Alternative will be avoided if possible.  
 
 90 FHWA and WisDOT will consider acquiring development rights or protective easements 

at the Crawfish River floodplain, Otter Creek, Jefferson Railroad Prairie, and other higher 
quality wetlands such as W-3.   

 
 91 The title of Table 4.2.6 has been changed to include “for which Recent or Historical 

Records Exist.” 
   
 92 Changed “designated natural areas” to “natural plant communities.” See Section 4.2.7. 
 

 93  This section has been updated based on the new alignment for Preferred Alternative S3.  
The Otter Creek Springs has been avoided. See Section 4.2.7.1. 

 
 94 The reference to crossing the natural plant community along the Rock River has been 

added to Section 4.2.7.2.   
 
 95 The Jefferson Railroad Prairie is avoided with the Preferred Central Segment Alternative 

C2(a).   
 
 96 The text is correct as presented in the document. 
 
 97 As stated in Section 4.2.8.2, there is a 4-mile gap in the trail. The Preferred Alternative 

crosses within this gap. 
   
 98 See Section 4.6.10. 
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 99 As stated in Section 4.2.12.2, none of the counties in the study area are designated as 
ozone non-attainment areas, and therefore, the conformity procedures of 23 CFR 770 do 
not apply.  

   
 100 The Preferred Alternative will not have any adverse noise impacts to the Storr’s Lake 

Wildlife Area. 
 
 101 Words were added to the fourth paragraph of Section 4.2.14.2 to include the potential 

adverse visual impact to the Storr’s Lake Wildlife Area.  Refer to Section 4.6.14 regarding 
the use of native plants. 

   
 102 See response #83. 
 
 103 It is not known at this time if high-volume industrial waste will be used on this project.  

Typically, the use of this material is dependent upon the pavement structure and typical 
section design for the project. This will be determined during preliminary design.   

 
 104 The interchange north of Watertown for Alternative N1 has been revised to use more of 

the existing STH 26 corridor south of the interchange. North of the interchange, the 
existing corridor was not used in order to avoid impacts to businesses, homes, and a 
historic site along existing STH 26. See Exhibit 8 for a map of Preferred Alternative N1. 

 
 105 The sentence has been removed from Section 4.3.2.6 and Table 4.3.2. 
   
 106 See Section 4.6.5.3. 
   
 107 See Section 4.6.14. 
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Agency:   Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
July 9, 2001 

 
Comment Response 
 
 108 Due to the associated impacts and a lack of local support, the golf course alternative has 

been dropped from further consideration. See Section 2.2.5. 
 
 109 Alternative S3 is the preferred alternative in the South Segment (see Exhibit 8). See 

response #100 regarding noise impacts. See Section 4.6.4 regarding storm water runoff 
concerns. WisDOT is considering purchasing the entire Reserve Subdivision. It is in the 
best interest of FHWA and WisDOT to protect and preserve the quality of this recreational 
and wildlife area. Design features such as depressing the roadway will be considered 
during preliminary design.   
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Agency:   Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
February 4, 2002 

 
Comment Response 
 
 110 FHWA and WisDOT concur with WDNR on the associated impacts for Alternative N2-

Modified east of Watertown. This alternative has been dropped from further consideration. 
The Preferred Alternative in the North Segment is Alternative N1.   

 
 111 The 2003 four-lane improvements on the south side of Watertown will address local short-

term needs for STH 26. However, capacity expansion north of Milwaukee Street is 
restricted by the Historic District and limited right of way width. The necessary capacity 
improvements for future traffic would result in historic impacts and a high number of 
relocations. The proposed 2003 improvements do not address the purpose and need of the 
project as a regional transportation route.   

 
  The proposed high-speed passenger rail line between Madison and Milwaukee is currently 

on hold due to funding limitations. Approximately 50 to 100 passengers per day are 
projected to board at the Watertown stop. This volume would have little impact to the 
traffic volumes in the area. The scope of the STH 26 project would remain the same with 
or without the high-speed passenger rail line.   

 
 112 The Preferred Alternative in the North Segment is Alternative N1.   
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Agency:   United States Environmental Protection Agency 
February 2, 2004 

 
Comment Response 
 
 113 Text has been added to section 4.6.4 indicating that WisDOT is committed to complying 

with the EPA recommendations. 
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Agency:   Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources  
March 3, 2004 (January 15, 2003 memo attached) 

 
Comment Response 
 
 114 Section 4.6.5.3 has been revised to reflect WDNR’s priorities for potential wetland 

mitigation sites.   
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Agency:   Army Corps of Engineers 
June 21, 2004 

 
Comment Response 
 
 115 Text has been added to Section 4.6.4 indicating that WisDOT is committed to providing a 

buffer for the Storr’s Lake Wildlife Area. 
 
 116 Tables 2.3.3 and 4.2.2.4 list wetland impacts as determined for each detailed study 

alternative at the time of the DEIS. Impacts were based on WDNR Wetland Inventory 
mapping. Tables 2.4 and 4.2.2.6 list wetland impacts identified for the Preferred 
Alternative including the modifications or adjustments made to the alignment since the 
time of the DEIS. Wetland impacts for the Preferred Alternative are based on field 
delineated wetlands. 

 
 117 Further coordination with the US COE regarding permit application and wetland impact 

avoidance and minimization efforts will take place during the final design phase of this 
project when more complete information and mapping is available. 

 
 
 






































































